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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the OfRce later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 May 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Exparfe Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tfie fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1,114. Applicant's submission filed on 5/13/05 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In the amendment filed 5/13/05, the following has occurred: claims 1,19, and 20 have 
been amended. Now, claims 1-20 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the inventton was made. 

4. Claims 1-13, 15-16, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hicks et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/01 1 1379 in view of 
Barr et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,182,705. 

5. As per claim 1 , Hicks teaches a method of processing a customer claim against a 
manufacturer's product, said method includes the steps of: inputting the claim through a 
computer to a database at a first management level (see paragraph 0147, note that the 
disclosed system relies on computer input and databases to facilitate transactions, see 
paragraphs 0068 and 0075); determining the monetary value of the claim (see paragraph 0148); 
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approving or denying the claim at the first management level when the monetary value of the 
claim is below a first predetenriined level (see paragraphs 0148 and 0152). Hicks further 
teaches multiple management levels involved in processing the input claims (see paragraph 
0148). Hicks does not explicitly teach that second and third management levels review the 
input claims to approve or deny the claims when the monetary value of the claim is above a first 
and second level respectively. Barr teaches a system for insurance claims management in 
which unprocessed payments for claims are routed to the appropriate management level for 
review based on whether the claim amounts are above or below each management level's 
con-esponding payment authorization amount (see column 52. lines 15-58). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate these claim 
processing features into the warranty claims processing method of Hicks. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to incorporate these features for the purpose of facilitating 
the function of the top management level in Hicks to enforce the various operational standards 
of the other management levels (see paragraph 0072) by enabling more detailed processing of 
warranty claims based on their monetary value as described by Barr. 

6. As per claim 2, Hicks in view of Barr teach the method of claim 1 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches a fourth management level to review all approved claims for accuracy and 
completeness and to inform the customer when a claim is denied and to inform an accounting 
management level when a claim has been approved and direct the accounting management 
level to reimburse the customer (see paragraph 0152). 

7. As per claim 3, Hicks in view of Barr teach the method of claim 1 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches the step of inputting a claim through a computer further includes the steps 
of accessing the corporate database through a computer connected to a corporate network, and 
opening a new record file for the customer (see paragraph 0172). 
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8. As per claim 4, Hicl<s in view of Barr teach tlie method of claim 3 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches the step of accessing the corporate database through a computer 
connected to a corporate network further includes the step of entering a predetermined login 
name and a predetemnined password to request access (See paragraph 0170, in particular, 
smartcard and PIN verification). 

9. As per claim 5, Hicks in view of Barr teach the method of claim 3 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches the step of accessing the corporate database through a computer 
connected to a corporate network further includes the steps of accessing the internet through 
any capably equipped computer, electronically accessing a worid wide web interface to the 
corporate network, and electronically connecting the computer to the corporate network through 
the internet and worid wide web connections (see column 0168). 

10. As per claim 6, Hicks in view of Barr teach the method of claim 5 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches the step of electronically connecting the computer to the corporate 
network through the internet and worid wide web connections further includes the step of 
entering a predetermined login name and a predetermined password to request access (see 
paragraph 0170, in particular, smartcard and PIN verification). 

11. As per claim 7, Hicks in view of Barr teach the method of claim 6 as described above. 
Hicks further teaches the step of inputting a claim through a computer further includes the step 
of selecting fonm a menu at least one operational link to another page for input of claim specific 
data (see paragraphs 0147 and 0168, because the system relies on a computer interface, 
including a browser, and application software, it is submitted that some sort of "page," such as a 
browser page, is relied upon for input of data). 

12. Claims 8-1 1 recited substantially similar limitations to those already addressed in claims 
3-6 with the exception that they are directed to inputting an approval or denial of the claim. 
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Because inputting an approval or denial of a claim is taught as described above with respect to 
claim 1 , claims 8-1 1 are rejected for substantially similar reasons to claims 3-6. 

13. As per claim 12, Hicks in view of Monk teach the method of claim 1 1 as described 
above. Hicks further teaches selecting form a menu at least one operational link to another 
page to generate a list of all open claims (see paragraphs 0147 and 0168, because the system 
relies on a computer interface, including a browser, and application software, it is submitted that 
some sort of "page," such as a browser page, is relied upon for input of data). As described 
above. Hicks does not explicitly teach the additional review by the second an third management 
levels. However, Monk teaches Barr teaches a system for insurance claims management in 
which unprocessed payments for claims are routed to the appropriate management level for 
review based on whether the claim amounts are above or below each management level's 
con-esponding payment authorization amount (see column 52, lines 15-58). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate these claim 
processing features into the wan-anty claims processing method of Hicks. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to incorporate these features for the purpose of facilitating 

the function of the top management level in Hicks to enforce the various operational standards 

ft 

of the other management levels (see paragraph 0072) by enabling more detailed processing of 
warranty claims based on their monetary value as described by Barr 

14. As per claim 13, Hicks in view of Monk teach the method of claim 12 as described 
above. As described above, Hicks does not explicitly teach the additional review by the second 
an third management levels. Barr further teaches selecting one claim file from the list of all 
open claims to select a specific claim to review (see column 52, lines 15-58, those claims 
identified as being above the payment authorization amount are interpreted by the Examiner to 
be the list of "all open claims"). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention to incorporate these features into the system of Hicks for the reasons 
given above with respect to claim 12. 

1 5. Claims 1 5 and 1 6 recite substantially similar limitations to those already addressed in 
claims 12 and 13 with the exception that they are directed to the third management level. 
Because this feature has already been addressed in claim 1, these claims a rejected for similar 
reasons to claims 12 and 13. 

1 6. Claim 1 8 recites substantially similar limitations to those already addressed in claims 1 2 
and 13 with the exception that claim 18 is directed to the fourth management level. Because 
this feature has already been addressed in claim 2, this claims is rejected for similar reasons to 
claims 12 and 13. 

17. Claims 19 and 20 recite substantially similar limitations to claims 1 and 2 with the 
exception that they specify that the claim occurs either after the expiration of a specified 
warranty period or within a specified warranty period. Hicks further teaches these time frames 
for filing a claim (see paragraphs 0144-0146). Therefore, these claims are rejected for similar 
reasons to claims 1 and 2. 

18. Claims 14 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hicks 
et aL, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/01 1 1379 in view of Barr et al.. U.S. Patent 
No. 5.182,705 and further in view of Luedtke, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0018497. 

19. As per claim 14, Hicks in view of Monk teach the method of claim 13 as described 
above. Hicks does not explicitly teach the use of an approve or deny web page button to 
indicate claim decisions. Luedtke teaches a method that includes the feature of an approve or 
deny web page button to approve or deny financial tenms of a reinsurance contract (see Figure 
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6. elements 85 and 86). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate this feature into the system of Hicks. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to incorporate this feature for the purpose of expediting 
insurance related transactions, such as claim approval or denial, through user friendly interface 
presentation (see paragraph 0011 of Luedtke). 

20. Claim 17 recites substantially similar limitations to those already addressed in claim 14 
with the exception that it is directed to the third management level. Because this feature has 
already been addressed in claim 1 , this claim is rejected for similar reasons to claim 14. 

Response to Arguments 

21 . In the remarks filed 5/1 3/05, Applicant argues in substance that the previously applied 
prior art fails to teach certain features of the claims as amended. The Examiner respectfully 
submits that these arguments are now moot in view of the new grounds of rejection detailed 
above. 

Conclusion 

22. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Luke Giiligan whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-6770. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8am-5:30pm. 

23. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571 ) 272-6776. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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24. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



7/25/05 




ClukeGilligan 
Patent Examiner 
Alt Unit 3626 



